The Memory Compensation Questionnaire (MCQ) is a psychometrically sound instrument, which assesses the variety and extent to which an individual compensates for actual or perceived memory losses. Until now, only an English version of the MCQ has been psychometrically evaluated. The aim of the present study was to establish a Dutch version of the MCQ and evaluate its psychometric properties. The 
Introduction
Aging is associated with a decrease in episodic memory abilities (Craik & Salthouse, 2000; La Rue, 1992; Van der Elst, Van Boxtel, Van Breukelen, & Jolles, 2005 , 2008 and an increase in memory complaints (Ponds, Commissaris, & Jolles, 1997) . To cope with these actual or perceived memory problems, compensation strategies are often initiated (Unverzagt et al., 2007) . Memory compensation refers to the use of strategies to overcome or mitigate declines in memory functioning (De Frias, Dixon, & Bäckman, 2003) . Several memory compensation strategies have been distinguished, including substitution (for example, the use of a new technique to overcome memory losses), remediation (for example, the investment of more time or effort to overcome memory losses), and accommodation (for example, the matching of memory demands and memory skills by adjusting one's goals) (Bäckman & Dixon, 1992; Dixon & Bäckman, 1995) .
The Memory Compensation Questionnaire (MCQ; De Frias & Dixon, 2005 ) is a self-report instrument which was especially devised to assess everyday memory compensation strategies (De Frias & Dixon, 2005; De Frias et al., 2003) . The MCQ contains seven scales. The first three scales assess memory substitution mechanisms.
The External scale contains eight items regarding the use of external memory aids to enhance everyday memory performance (e.g., "Do you use shopping lists when you go shopping?"). The Internal scale contains ten items regarding the use of mnemonic strategies to improve memory performance (e.g., "When you want to remember something from a T.V. program, do you use 'memory tricks' like grouping or repeating yourself?"). The Time scale contains four items regarding the extent to which respondents invest more time in performing valued everyday memory tasks (e.g., "Do you ask people to speak slowly when you want to remember what they are saying?"). The next two MCQ scales assess memory remediation mechanisms. The
Reliance scale contains five items regarding the extent to which the respondents recruit other people as memory aids (e.g., "When you want to remember an important appointment, do you ask somebody else (for example, spouse or friend) to remind you?)". The Effort scale contains six items regarding the investment of more effort in performing memory tasks (e.g., "Do you put in a lot of effort when you want to remember an important conversation with a person?"). The final two MCQ scales assess more general aspects of memory compensation strategies. The Success scale contains five items regarding the use of accommodation strategies (e.g., relaxing the criteria of success) to cope with memory losses (e.g., "When you want to remember a newspaper article, is it important to you to remember it perfectly?"). The Change scale contains five items regarding the extent to which the respondent believes that changes in the External, Internal, Time, Reliance, and Success dimensions of memory compensation behavior have occurred over the last 5 to 10 years (e.g., "Do you spend more or less time learning important things today compared to 5-10 years (for example, reading things more slowly or reading them more than once?)".
The psychometric properties of the MCQ (including its construct validity, testretest reliability, internal consistency, and discriminant validity) were shown to be good to excellent (De Frias & Dixon, 2005; Dixon, de Frias, & Bäckman, 2001 ). 
Methods

Participants
About N = 3,000 members of a large Dutch community organization for healthy elderly were mailed a questionnaire which was accompanied by the organization's monthly magazine. Based on previous research in a similar population (Mol, Ruiter, Verhey, Dijkstra, & Jolles, 2008) , a 20 percent response rate was anticipated (i.e., 500 respondents). We aimed at 500 respondents in view of the sample size recommendations for factor analytic studies in the literature, which range between 300 and 500 participants (MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001 ). All questionnaires were sent between April 1 st and June 1 st 2008, together with a prepaid response envelope and a cover letter, which detailed the aims of the study. In total, N = 813 people returned the questionnaire (i.e., 27 percent response rate).
We excluded respondents on the basis of age in the following two circumstances: (1) if they were below 50 years old (n = 27) and (2) (n=20). In addition, the data of n = 82 and n = 17 participants were excluded from the analyses because they did not complete the clock-drawing test or because they had more than four missing values on the MCQ, respectively. Thus the data of a total sample of N=556 participants were analyzed in the present study.
The mean age of the participants was 73.8 years (range 50.1 -95.3 years; SD = 8.0). Level of education (LE) was measured by classifying the formal schooling of the participants in one of three groups, i.e., those with at most primary education (LE low; 26.8% of the sample), those with at most junior vocational training or high school (LE average; 45.0% of the sample), and those with at most senior vocational or academic training (LE high; 28.2% of the sample). This LE system is often used in
The Netherlands (De Bie, 1987) and is comparable with the International Standard Classification of Education (UNESCO, 1976) . These three levels of education correspond with about 9, 11, and 15 years of full-time education (Van der Elst et al.,
2005
). There were more female than male participants (61.8% females). 
Procedure and instruments
Initial
Statistical analyses
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to evaluate the factor structure of the The effects of demographic variables on the MCQ scale scores were evaluated by regressing the scale scores on age, age 2 , gender and educational level. Age was centered (age = calendar age -75) before quadratic terms and interactions were calculated to avoid multicollinearity. Gender was coded as male = 1 and female = 0.
Educational level was dummy coded into three levels (with LE average as the reference category). Non-significant predictors (p > .01) were excluded from the full models (i.e., the models that included all predictors), but no predictor was removed as long as it was also included in a higher order term in the model (Aiken & West, 1991) . The assumptions of regression analysis were tested for each model.
Homoscedasticity was evaluated by grouping the participants into quartiles of the predicted scores and applying the Levene test. Normality of the residuals was investigated by conducting Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests on the standardized residuals.
The occurrence of multicollinearity was checked by calculating Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs), which should not exceed ten (Belsley, Kuh, & Welsch, 1980) . 
Results
Factor structure and psychometric properties
The seven-factor CFA model is shown in Table 2 between .37 and .78 (all ps < .01; see Table 2 , right). Internal consistency was high for the items of all MCQ scales (all Cronbach's alpha values ≥ .77; see Table 1 , left).
The correlations between the MCQ scale scores were all significantly positive and ranged between .20 and .73 (all ps < .01; see Table 1 , right). 
